(2)
x-pèh'cw Juààny POSS-dog Juan 'Juan's dog'
When the possessor is questioned, the wh-phrase must appear at the left edge of the DP, and pied-pipes the DP into the left periphery of the clause. wh-phrases obligatorily front to CP.
(3) Túú x-pèh'cw cù'á Juààny? who POSS-dog PERF.grab Juan 'Whose dog did Juan grab?'
Even though the wh-phrase moves to the left edge of the DP, further extraction appears to be blocked as the possessed noun cannot be stranded:
(4) *Túú cù'á Juààny x-pèh'cw ? who PERF.grab Juan POSS-dog 'Whose dog did Juan grab?' So far, these data hold no surprises. However, when 'whose dog' is embedded in a possessive construction, the possessor must 'strand' the possessed, and surprisingly pied-piping is excluded:
(5) Túú x-cùtóòny x-míèhgw ndé'? who POSS-shirt POSS-friend this 'Whose friend's shirt is this?' (6) *? Túú x-míèhgw x-cùtóòny ndé'? who POSS-friend POSS-shirt this 'Whose friend's shirt is this?' These patterns illustrate the following puzzle. A wh-possessor must move to the left periphery DP internally (who POSS-friend). It cannot escape to Spec,CP (*who did you see POSS-friend) , but must escape to Spec,DP (who POSS-shirt POSS-friend). Furthermore, pied-piping is forced for moving to Spec, CP, but excluded when moving to Spec, DP (*[who POSS-friend] POSS-shirt). How can these patterns be made to fall out from a restrictive theory of UG?
I will sketch how these patterns fall out from the order of merger, and basic spell-out properties of SDO Zapotec. Two theoretical assumptions play an important role. The first one is that all word formation is syntactic in the sense of Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000) . Thus, a bimorphemic whword like who is build in the syntax from a wh head and (silent) someone (or whatever the relevant structural parts will turn out to be). (Sportiche (1996 (Sportiche ( , 2002 (Sportiche ( , 2005 . The surface constituency of a DP is derived through movement (NP merges with D and VP moves around). PPs are not underlying constituents with P merging with DP, (Kayne, 1994 (Kayne, , 2003 . These views converge in important respects with Williams's (2003) Representation Theory. In terms of solving the puzzle at hand, this implies not just understanding where the wh-head of who/what/which is located with respect to other nominal functional categories, but also its location with respect to other heads or constructions, in the case of this squib Ps, and complex possessives. I develop these ideas below, starting with PPs. SDO Zapotec is prepositional. A wh-phrase can precede or follow most Ps (Broadwell reports preference for the wh-P order). Some Ps however can only precede the wh-phrase (dèhspuèhèhs 'after', ààxt 'toward', áántèhs 'before', and zí'cy 'like'.
If who and what are built in the syntax, their spell-out position minimally reveals the location of the wh-head, a.k.a. the wh-feature. We can thus take the surface position of who and what as an indication of the location of the wh-head, as initial hypothesis. We can construe the difference between the a and b examples in (7) and (8) as one reflecting the height at which different Ps can be merged 4 , with the wh merging higher than the lowest P position. The following order of merger correctly captures that all Ps precede DP complements, some Ps follow wh-words, and some Ps precede them.
What determines where a particular P can be merged? Broadwell (2005) argues that the native body part Ps 5 are nominal in character: let's assume that these (as well as with) can be merged lower than wh, in what I will call P N, as well as at the higher P level 6 . For Ps that can never follow whphrases, the lower P position seems simply never available, perhaps for principled reasons: since these are mostly temporal Ps, perhaps they can only be merged at the 'temporal' level, i.e. at a quite high level of representation. This yield the following structures (recall that wh here represents the morphosyntactic wh-feature): Thus, there is no movement to Spec, PP, but there is movement to Spec, wh. There is no movement of a whP, but of some smaller phrase that makes 4 This is consistent with the fact that the internal structure of PPs consists of many layers of functional structure ( Van Riemsdijk, 1990 , Koopman ([1993 , 2000)), and the mounting evidence that PPs are not merged as constituents Kayne (1994 Kayne ( , 2000 Kayne ( , 2004 This suggests that all instances of who and what are wh-heads agreeing in animateness with some constituent in their Spec. Interpretive differences follow from the other structural parts that are present. Let me make the derivation of which-forms more precise. Demonstratives in SDO Zapotec are at the right edge, bèh'cw …rè 'dog …that', and thus trigger pied-piping to Spec, DP. Let us assume that the D determiner which is part of which shares this property with the demonstrative head: it triggers pied-piping to its left, and agrees in animacy with the D. The remnant DP subsequently moves to the Spec of the wh-head, where it triggers agreement on the wh head. (15) results from the following (incomplete, i.e. VP movements are not shown) derivation: merge NP, merge D, move NP to Spec, DP, (spec head) agreement for animacy, merge wh, move DP, spec head agreement, spell out {wh, animate} as túú, spell out NP as bèh'cw. Nothing special needs to be said to exclude stranding of dog, which simply cannot be derived.
Which phrases should behave in the same way as who and what with respect to Ps, as they spell out the same head. This seems correct: combining a (low) P with which phrases leads to the lower P splitting the DP. Pied-piping is forced because what is in the wh head position: This further predicts that the wh-phrase should appear to the left of the low P:
Túú cún x-cùtóòny x-míèhgw who with POSS-shirt POSS-friend 'with whose friend's shirt'
We can now answer why (23) and (24) These strings can only be formed if wh can be merged inside the complex possessive construction, contrary to our earlier conclusion. Thus, these examples are excluded because the wh-feature must be merged outside the complex possessive construction, not because of a constraint on piedpiping.
The question of how this follows from the architecture of the grammar remains an important one for future research. If this squib is on the right track, however, the answer to this squib's title is completely determined by the order of merge and general constraints on movement.
